
Heart Sutra 16 November 2017 

Last week we stopped at the point where the question was raised: 
 

‘How should any son of the lineage [or daughter of the lineage] train who wishes to 

practice the profound perfection of wisdom?’ 

Regarding ‘the lineage’, as discussed last week, we all have the Buddha lineage, we all have 

Buddha potential. In addition to that, there is a point where you have activated the lineage. That 

comes when you generate great compassion. When you generate great compassion in your 

mind, you can say that you belong to the Mahayana lineage. There is a difference between 

having the Buddha lineage in general and in addition, having activated great compassion.  

The question is: How is any son or daughter of the lineage who has activated great compassion, 

to practice the activity [do the practice] of the profound perfection of wisdom? 

Before the response is given, there are a few lines making a connection between the question 

and answer. When the answer is given, we have first a short answer and then a more elaborate 

answer, explaining how the practice is done on each of the five paths.  

Making a connection: 

‘He said that, and the arya bodhisattva mahasattva Avalokiteshvara said this to the 

Venerable Sharadvatiputra’. 

These two lines are connecting the question to the answer. The next sentence says: 
 

‘Shariputra, any son of the lineage or daughter of the lineage who wishes to practice the 

activity of the profound perfection of wisdom should look upon it like this’.  

Here he is giving a short introduction of how it should be done. It is quite clear that the 

practitioner can be male or female: 

 ‘any son of the lineage or daughter of the lineage’. 

He continues with a brief answer: 

‘correctly and repeatedly holding those five aggregates also as empty of inherent nature’. 

‘also’ indicates not only selflessness of the aggregates. It also includes selflessness of the 

person.  

This word ‘also’ is very significant. It is important to include it. It is a serious omission in the 

Chinese version of the sutra. 

One way to explain: 

 ‘those five aggregates’  

is to explain that this is teaching selflessness of the five aggregates as well as selflessness of 

the person.  

Another way is to take into account that in the first turning of the wheel of Dharma the Buddha 

taught selflessness of the person. In the second turning of the wheel of Dharma, the Buddha 

taught selflessness of phenomena.  The meaning is here then is that the Buddha taught not only 

the selflessness of the one who is utilising something. The Buddha also taught the selflessness 

of the object utilised.  That is to say, the Buddha taught both selflessness of person and 



selflessness of phenomena. Thus ‘also’ is a historic reference. It is included to indicate both 

types of selflessness.  

Question: Is the ‘also’ in the second paragraph ‘The aggregates also’ interpreted in the same 

way? 

Geshela: It depends on who is giving the commentary. In our commentary as well as in Tendar 

Lharampa’s commentary, they elaborate on the world ‘also’, indicating it includes the eighteen 

elements and the twelve bases. It can be taken this way, depending on who is giving the 

commentary. Geshela is preferring the commentary that ‘also’ refers to selflessness of person 

and phenomena.  

The response is given according to the five paths. Initially we have a very brief response. 

Following that, we have a response that explains how the practice should be done for the path 

of accumulation and the path of preparation. These two paths are dealt with together. The 

reason for that is whilst still on these first two paths, whatever practice you do in terms of 

engaging emptiness or meditating on emptiness, will be done with duality. Dualistic 

appearances are still quite prominent. This is indicated in the text: 

‘Any son of the lineage or daughter of the lineage who wishes to practice the 

activity of the profound perfection of wisdom should look upon it like this, 

correctly and repeatedly beholding…’ 

These two verbs, ‘should look’ and ‘beholding’ indicate duality. During the path of 

accumulation, there will be wisdom in terms of the object of emptiness derived from hearing 

and reflection. During the path of preparation there will be wisdom derived through meditation. 

However these are done whilst dualistic appearances are still prominent, through the generic 

image.  

After the short response, the sutra says: 
 

‘Form is empty. Emptiness is form. Emptiness is not other than form. Form also 

is not other than emptiness. In the same way, feeling, discrimination, 

compositional factors and consciousness are empty.’  

This is the part of the response given for the path of accumulation and the path of preparation.   

‘beholding those five aggregates also as empty of inherent nature.’  
 

We use the term ‘aggregates’ to indicate that we have a collection of many things.  

When we talk about the aggregate of form, this includes external form, internal form, revealing 

form, non-revealing form, ugly form, beautiful form and so forth.  Every shape and type of 

form is included here. Since there is a great collection of things, it is called an aggregate.  

Similarly with ‘feeling’. This is an aggregate of feeling. It includes pleasant, suffering, neutral 

feelings.  
 

‘Discrimination’ is an aggregate because it includes all the instances where we discriminate 

and specifically identify something as ‘this’ or ‘that’.  

Next is the aggregate of ‘compositional factors’. This is the largest category of aggregates. It 

includes the mental factors; all afflictions, all intended karma. Apart from feeling and 

discrimination which are treated separately as different categories, all the other mental factors 

come into compositional factors.  



The aggregate of ‘consciousness’ is an aggregate because we have the six types of 

consciousness. Again, this is a collection.  

The Abhidharma gives an explanation for why ‘feeling’ and ‘discrimination’ are treated as 

different categories, whilst all other mental factors are grouped together.  

The Abhidharma says that they are treated differently because they become the root of dispute 

and the cause of accumulating so much negative karma that perpetuates cyclic existence.   

What comes into ‘feeling’ is pleasure, displeasure and so forth. Developing attachment towards 

what we like leads to disputes and arguments because you want to maintain the pleasant and 

avoid what is displeasing.  

‘discrimination’ too can lead to arguments. What I recognise as ‘this’ can be refuted by 

another person saying ‘It is not this. It is something else’. That then becomes the ground for 

dispute. Since so much negative karma is created due to feeling and discrimination, the 

Abhidharma considers they should be treated as distinct categories.  

‘Compositional factors’ is a composition of causes and conditions coming together to create 

something. They compose something. Compositional factors is a grouping of all the mental 

factors other than feeling and discrimination. In reality, the main thing we have here is karma. 

We have karmic formation or karmic creation. It is exactly the same term referred to in the 

second of the twelve links. This composition of many causes and conditions coming together 

creates karma. As a result of that karma, later we will have a pleasant or an unpleasant 

experience.  

We say that we take rebirth in samsara due to karma and afflictions.  You can see then why we 

include karma and all the afflictions in one category which we call composition or formation. 

They create all the causes. Due to karma and afflictions, these causes, we take another rebirth.  

We understand now the meaning of ‘aggregates’.  

One ‘should look upon it like this, correctly and repeatedly beholding those five 

aggregates also as empty of inherent nature.’ 

This indicates we need to meditate on the lack of inherent existence of the person as well as 

the lack of inherent existence of the aggregates.  

The sentence immediately after that is: 

‘Form is empty. Emptiness is form. Emptiness is not other than form. Form also 

is not other than emptiness.’  

This gives you the blueprint of how to do this meditation on lack of inherent existence. It is 

very important to begin with meditation on lack of inherent existence of the person. So you 

would meditate by modifying this saying: 

I am empty. Emptiness is I. Emptiness is not other than I. I also am not other than emptiness.  

When we do this meditation you begin by applying this formula to the self. Once you complete 

that meditation you begin by applying it to the aggregates. You start with the first aggregate, 

form. This is what we have here:  

‘Form is empty…’ and so forth.  

Once you have dealt with the aggregate of form, you will move to the second aggregate, feeling.  



This is why the next sentence says: 

‘In the same way, feeling...’ 

So you will say: 

Feeling is empty. Emptiness is feeling. Emptiness is not other than feeling and so forth.  

Then for discrimination: 
 

Discrimination is empty. Emptiness is discrimination and so forth. And: 

‘compositional factors and consciousness are empty.’ 

It is best to follow that sequence. There is a reason we meditate in this way. When we meditate 

on the emptiness of the person and the emptiness of the aggregates, emptiness is the same. It is 

not that one is more profound than the other. However, in terms of generating the realisation, 

it is said that it is easier to generate the realisation of the emptiness of the person. We should 

aim to attain that first. Then we move into applying similar steps in order to realise the 

emptiness of phenomena other than the person.  

The reason for that is due to the basis of categorisation and the characteristics of the person.  

There is something in that basis that makes it easier for us to understand the emptiness of the 

person.  

The reason it is easier to have the realisation of emptiness in relation to the person first is 

because it is easier for us to understand that the person exists as an entity that has been 

designated upon other phenomena. It is easier to understand that process of designation.  If you 

were to choose another phenomenon, not the person, it is more complicated to see that process 

of designation.  

In terms of realisation of selflessness, the selflessness of the person is realised first and then 

the selflessness of phenomena. In terms of grasping it is the opposite. Grasping at the self of 

phenomena comes first and then comes grasping at the self of the person.  

To understand the reason it happens like this, you need to understand how the yogi meditates. 

When the yogi sits down to do the meditation on emptiness, they don’t really choose an external 

form and examine the way this external form out there exists. They turn their investigation 

towards themselves. That is the most important thing for them to understand: how do I, the yogi 

exist? This is most important thing, not how the mountain out there exists.  

A verse from Entering the Middle Way explains this: 

The yogi investigates to find where all afflictions: the suffering of birth, aging, sickness 

and death exist? 

They are looking for the root of all that. Looking at that, they identify grasping at the 

self.  

Through their investigation they find that the conceived object does not exist. At that 

time they realise that I, the yogi, I am imputed and exist as dependent origination.  

The yogi has to realise that the self does not exist in the same way that it is grasped. First the 

yogi has to understand the conventionally existing I. The conventionally existing I becomes 

their focal object of the meditator. Taking it from there, they see that there is grasping of that 

conventionally existing I as being truly established; of being established from its own side. 



Their job is to negate that conceived object. When they negate that conceived object, they 

realise how the I really exists.  

When the yogi sits to meditate they take their own self as the focal object. They ask how does 

this I appear to me and how do I grasp at it? Does it really exist the way it appears to me? Does 

it really exist the way I grasp at it? 

They find that in reality it doesn’t exist the way it appears. It doesn’t exist the way I grasp at 

it. They find that they have created a mistaken conception that this I, the self, exists truly from 

its own side. They come to realise that the conceived object actually does not exist. This is 

what it means to say that they negate the conceived object. 

They must come to a point of understanding that I don’t exist at all in the way I thought I 

existed. To do that negation, in that process they must have that realisation of how they really 

exist.  

So in terms of realisation of selflessness we attain first the selflessness of person and then the 

selflessness of phenomena. However in terms of the grasping, first is grasping at the 

phenomena then grasping at the person.  

This does not apply to the yogi. The yogi is not concerned with that. However this is our reality. 

This is how we operate.  

For example, before you identify a person, the first thing that appears to you is the body of the 

person, the aggregate of form.  

The aggregate of form, so you see that shape, you see that body which to you actually appears 

to be truly existing from its own side. Then having conceived that truly existing aggregates 

then you say, oh that is Tashi or this or that or the other. Then you start holding that the person 

also truly exists. This is our reality. This is how we operate. 

When we strive to realise emptiness, the most important thing is to identify the object of 

negation.  If we cannot identify the object of negation, we cannot make any progress. We will 

not be able to negate the I or the way that the I exists.  

 It is similar to being able to say with certainty that there is no thief in the house. To be able to 

say with certainty there is no thief, you should have a description of the thief. You should know 

what they look like. If you can identify the thief, then you look at the people in the room and 

you say: ok it’s not this person, it’s not that person, it’s not that person, therefore I can say 

there is no thief in this house.   

But unless you can identify their characteristics, you won’t be able to make that definite 

exclusion.  So similarly, unless you identify what is the I; what is the self; what is the person; 

you will not be able to talk about selflessness. You are negating something there, the mode of 

existence, so you need to identify the object first.   

It is very important to be able to very clearly identify what it means for something to exist 

inherently or to exist from its own side from its own self from its own nature. Through a generic 

image we should have an understanding of that. But unless we have an understanding of that, 

we will not be able to negate it. 

A Guide to Bodhisattva’s Way of Life talks about the mistaken mind that exaggerates or 

superimposes true existence. It says: 

If the mind cannot approach or cannot reach the generic image that recognises that,  

the mind will not be able to realise the selflessness of that. 



Even that term to recognise the object of negation is a unique point of the presentation of Lama 

Tsong Khapa. Prior to Lama Tsong Khapa the previous generations of Tibetan scholars did not 

stressed this point. They did not identify the point.  However Lama Tsong Khapa talks about it 

at great length. This for him is the most important point. He goes into very extensive 

presentation to talk about object of negation, because it is not just one object of negation. There 

are many objects of negations, and they come in different degrees of subtleties. You have the 

most obvious or the grossest ones. Then you go into finer and finer levels.  

Lama Tsong Khapa says that the most important thing is to understand the most subtle object 

of negation. To understand this you need to investigate, to find out whether things really exist 

the way that the root affliction of ignorance is grasping at them. Then he says, if you are 

successful at overcoming that subtle object of negation you will be very successful in 

overcoming any other object of negation that is grosser than this. However, if you just negate 

a gross object of negation you haven’t achieve anything, because the subtle one is there and it 

will just create more and more of that. 

When we say that the lower schools [below the Middle-Way Consequence school] do not have 

a proper realisation of emptiness, it comes down to that point. They are not capable of 

recognising the subtle object of negation. They negate of course. However what they negate is 

not the most subtle object of negation. It is another grosser idea of self. For them this is 

realisation of emptiness. However it is not subtle realisation of emptiness. That point, getting 

to recognise, then negating the subtle object of negation is crucial.  

If you don’t negate and destroy that very subtle object of negation; if what you are negating is 

grosser than that, it means that there is always something remaining. As long as there is some 

grasping remaining, you are falling into the extreme of permanence, into the extreme of 

existence. In your mind you think: I’ve negated it; I’ve dealt with it. However there is a 

remainder. As long as there is grasping at that remainder you cannot be free of samsara.  

As you are trying to identify the object of negation, if you miss the target and you negate too 

much, you will end up in the other extreme of nihilism. You come to the point of negating too 

much and you say:  the law of cause and effect doesn’t exist; nothing exists. The result of that 

is to fall the lower migrations.  

Therefore identifying correctly the object of negation becomes crucial in terms of your 

meditation. If you identify too narrowly, you will end up in the extreme of permanence. If you 

identify too widely, you will end up in the extreme of nihilism. You create even more problems 

by not correctly sizing the object of negation.  

If we look at the Special Insight presentation of the LamRim ChenMo by Lama Tsong Khapa, 

we find the presentation of the previous Tibetan scholars.  

Firstly, they say that the logic investigating the ultimate itself should be an object of negation 

because when the logic analysing the ultimate investigates, it doesn’t find anything. It doesn’t 

find even one atom existing from its own side. They say that this leads you into nihilism. 

Therefore that thing needs to be negated.  

The reason they make this mistake is because they do not make the distinction between not 

finding something and having the certainty that that thing does not exist.  

The logic investigating the ultimate will only find something if it exists ultimately. When the 

logic investigating the ultimate investigates conventional phenomena, it doesn’t find any. 

However, not finding any conventional phenomena doesn’t mean that we have the certainty to 



say that conventional phenomena do not exist. It just didn’t find them. However, they do not 

make their distinction.  

To their mind, if you have a logic investigating the ultimate, you will end up with a complete 

annihilation of all conventional phenomena. Conventional phenomena don’t exist at all.  

When a particular type of logic is investigating and says: I didn’t find anything: it is very 

important to know whether what they are reporting that they didn’t find is actually an object of 

its investigation or not. When you ask the logic investigating the ultimate to tell you whether 

or not conventional phenomena exist, it will tell you: I didn’t find any conventional 

phenomena, because it is not its object or area of investigation. It cannot give you any 

information. All it can say is: I looked but I didn’t’ find. This doesn’t mean that those things 

do not exist.  

Similarly, when the same logic investigating the ultimate investigates true existence, which is 

their area of investigation, at the end of their analysis they say: I didn’t find anything that truly 

exists. Therefore, you can conclude that nothing truly exists. Then you can exclude that mode 

of existence, because this is its area of investigation. This is its object of investigation.  

However, when it tells you that it did not find conventional phenomena, that doesn’t tell you 

that conventional phenomena do not exist, because it is not its object. It is not its area. It has 

no say on those things.  

We are talking here about the position of the previous Tibetan scholars. Their position is that 

ultimately for them, all conventional phenomena are an object of negation. They don’t exist 

because, they say, the logic analysing the ultimate looks for them and doesn’t find them. 

Therefore those things do not exist. Then they find contradiction with what is stated in the 

sutra.  

The sutra says if something exists, you have to see the four possibilities.  

1. Existence 

2. Non-existence 

3. Being something 

4. Not being something 

Sutra says that you cannot apprehend any object in any of those four possibilities. Otherwise 

you are finding it as being truly existent. This refers to the object that you will apprehend.  

The previous Tibetan scholars find contradiction with that. They say that if you analyse with 

valid awareness, there is a contradiction between accepting and negating conventional 

phenomena and what is stated in the sutra.   

 In sutra, there is a negation of grasping at any object. That can be understood in two different 

ways. In can be understood on the occasion of arya equipoise. They say obviously there is 

nothing to grasp at. If you are in arya equipoise you will not be having any thoughts such as: it 

exists; it does not exist; it is; it is not; since in arya equipoise your mind is completely free from 

any such elaboration of duality. In that sense you can say that on that occasion, there is nothing 

to grasp at.  

There is another explanation of that statement in sutra. If you are grasping at something to exist, 

then you are grasping at true existence. However, this mistake only happens if you don’t make 

the distinction between existing and existing from its own side.  



The view of the earlier Tibetan scholars is that all conventional phenomena don’t exist. They 

come back to the point of arya equipoise. They say that if something existed, that arya equipoise 

would be able to perceive. However, arya equipoise does not perceive any conventional 

phenomena. There is no functioning phenomena there. There is no birth, no death, nothing. 

Therefore, they say, conventional phenomena do not exist. 

From our side we should be quite skilful about understanding that debate regarding arya 

equipoise. Nothing appears to arya equipoise. However that doesn’t mean that we reach the 

conclusion that those things do not exist. It is one thing for something not to appear, because it 

is not its object; it is not the occasion for anything to appear. It is similar to determining whether 

or not something is the object of investigation of the object analysing the ultimate. It is exactly 

the same argument here. If it is not your object, you are not going to find it.  

We have just mentioned the first point of debate. There are ten more points like this, eleven in 

total. You can find them in the Special Insight section of the Lam Rim ChenMo [Great Treatise 

on the Path to Enlightenment by Lama Tsong Khapa]. Geshela recommends we read that 

section referring to the object of over-negation. You can either over or under negate. Geshela 

advises to read the over-negation and raise questions next week. 

In brief, there are two types of objects of negation. We have objects of negation you deal with 

through logic and objects of negation that you deal with in terms of the path. They are: 

1. The logic object of negation 

2. The path object of negation  

An object of negation of logic is something that doesn’t exist. This term refers to grasping at 

true existence. Logic will be able to disprove that grasping at true existence. Through the seven-

fold reasoning or the four possibilities of production and so forth, logic will prove to you that 

the thing you believed is truly established is a complete misconception. That thing does not 

exist.  
 

In terms of the object of negation of the path, these are things that exist. They are afflictions; 

the seeds of afflictions; the imprints of afflictions and so forth. You deal with them through 

meditating on the path and gradually, you will be able to purify them; eliminate them; subdue 

them; reduce them and so forth.  

Basically, their position is that anything you can grasp at, whether it is existent; non-existent; 

it is; or it is not, does not exist. They get into negating everything. They get into the great fault 

of nihilism. For them, even the realisation of the lack of inherent existence does not exist. For 

them, this is not emptiness. They do not use terms such as ‘settling the view’ or ‘having a 

realisation of the view’. They merely use the term ‘realisation of emptiness’. However what 

they mean as emptiness is nothingness, where your mind does not apprehend. It does not hold 

anything. For them, anything that you could apprehend; that you could grasp or hold, does not 

exist. All conventional phenomena do not exist. So they reach the extreme of nihilism. 

They use this quotation from the sutra which presents the four possibilities: 

1. Existence 

2. Non-existence 

3. Being something 

4. Not being something 

And says none of these signs should be there.  



They describe this realisation of emptiness and say that when you have the realisation of 

emptiness you are in arya equipoise. In arya equipoise only an empty vacuity which is a mere 

negation appears. For them, this is what emptiness is all about. They say this is the true 

emptiness.  

This is usually described as a vacuity similar to space; similar to sky, where all elaborations 

has subsided. They say, at that point, the mind of arya equipoise is not thinking: ‘this is 

emptiness’ or ‘this is not emptiness’; ‘emptiness exists’; ‘emptiness does not exist.’ 

It does not have any such elaboration of conceptual thought or duality. They say the only 

emptiness, the true emptiness that exists is that experience in arya equipoise and that is 

inconceivable and inexpressible. They say that emptiness is not an object to be perceived and 

it is not an object that can be verbally expressed.  

We say that the Mother of the Perfection of Wisdom refers to emptiness. However they say, 

no, you can’t have a verbal expression of emptiness. Similarly you could not say you have 

settled the view of emptiness through logic. For them, this is inconceivable. They don’t accept 

this. They say that emptiness is only that space-like experience.  

They say that when we talk about emptiness, emptiness should be the state where all elaboration 

has subsided. They stress that it should be all elaboration.  

There are two types of elaboration: 

1. The elaboration of duality; dualistic appearances 

2. The elaboration of grasping at true existence.  

They say, when you have the logic that negates true existence, you have only a partial 

pacification of elaboration. This cannot be the true or the fully qualified emptiness. If it is true 

emptiness, all elaboration must have subsided.  

That is the reason they say it is inconceivable and inexpressible. They say: what will logic do? 

The best that logic can do is overcome the elaboration of true existence. You are still left with 

the elaboration of duality. If you have dualistic appearances all the time, what have you 

achieved with your logic? You haven’t been able to completely pacify elaboration. That is why 

they say it should be inconceivable and inexpressible.  

They come up with two terms for the ultimate. [translator’s note: check terminology in text]. 

1. The ultimate that is plurality 

2. The ultimate that does not have plurality.  

 

The ultimate that is plurality refers to the subject which is an investigating logic. You are there. 

You have your logic investigating. However you haven’t got rid of dualistic appearances, so 

there is more than one thing. There is plurality there.   

The ultimate that does not have plurality refers to the ultimate which is what is realised by arya 

equipoise where there is only one thing realised and where all elaborations have subsided.  

So either you have noise or you have no noise.  

In our system we say that you can refer to emptiness on different occasions. Definitely there is 

emptiness that is expressible by words. Definitely there is emptiness that can be settled by 

logic.  



On the other hand, there is also that emptiness which is inconceivable, inexpressible, the most 

profound experience which only occurs in arya equipoise.  

For our system, it is very important to state that emptiness is verbally expressible. If emptiness 

was not verbally expressible, the Buddha would not have taught emptiness. Then that would 

lead us into the situation when you have the profound realisation of emptiness, it would end up 

with two equipoises.  

The process of having the realisation of emptiness: 

You start on the path of accumulation. You attain the path of preparation. You develop the 

union of calm-abiding and special insight. You continue to develop that further and further 

until you come to the point where you have the direct realisation of emptiness. This happens in 

one equipoise. However unless you posit that logic can establish emptiness and that emptiness 

can be communicated with words, the question would arise: How did you get to that final 

equipoise? Did you have a spontaneous equipoise in which everything just made sense in your 

mind?  Did you also have another equipoise during which you were developing, getting closer 

to that realisation.  

Look at the fault of this position which we indicate with our presentation. If you do not accept 

that logic can establish the view of emptiness and if you do not accept that emptiness can be 

verbally communicated, the only way to have this realisation is that suddenly, out of the blue, 

without any study, without any meditation, without any logical analysis, you enter the 

equipoise and suddenly have this realisation of emptiness. Could that just happen without any 

explanation, without any source, without any familiarity? 

We also know there is this process: You go the teachings. Then you sit down and analyse. You 

put a lot of effort into getting the union of calm-abiding and special insight. Then you have to 

develop further meditation; further familiarity with that union of calm-abiding and special 

insight on emptiness. At the end of that process, you have an equipoise on emptiness. If you 

say that logical approach and the teachings you have heard are not emptiness, then how would 

you have this? 

That means that the understanding of emptiness that comes through that process will not be 

realisation of emptiness. Then you would end up with only this possibility of spontaneous 

equipoise on emptiness without any previous teachings or familiarity.  

The difference between our system and their system, is that for them any conceptual thought 

is considered to be grasping at true existence. For them, any conceptual thought is to be 

banished. They say that all conceptual thoughts are mistaken awareness.  

Our position is that yes, they are mistaken awareness, but they are only mistaken awareness 

from the perspective of the appearing object. Things appear to be truly existing but in terms of 

conception and in terms of how we comprehend things, there is a variety of conception. There 

is the conception that grasps at things as being inherently existent. There is the conception that 

grasps at things as not being inherently existent. There is the conception that grasps at things 

as being neither inherently nor non-inherently existent.  

For us, mistaken appearance, although it has that element of mistaken, due to appearances, can 

still be valid awareness. As such, as long as we are still training in the path it is very valuable 

to us. Direct perception only exists much later in the path. Of course, when you get to that 

point, you can say I don’t need any more conception. However to get to direct perception, you 

must rely on conception for a very long time.  



It is similar to the example of the boat which is very useful for you to cross to the other side of 

the river. When you get to the other side, you are not concerned what happens with the boat. 

However until you get there, it is very valuable to you. Even though it is mistaken, it is still 

valid and it is very useful to us.  

You can see how important it is to size the object of negation. First you need to recognise it 

then you need to size it as it is. If you over-negate, you end up with the extreme of nihilism. 

If you under-negate you are not negating enough, you are just dealing with imputed 

conceptions, you are not dealing with anything on the innate level. If you are not end up with 

the very subtle level, you can’t finish the job. You are leaving something to be done.  

 

Remember that understanding emptiness, finding the Middle-Way path means that you avoid 

the two extremes. Identifying properly the object of negation is there to guarantee that you have 

a safe passage and you don’t fall into either of the two extremes. That is why it is so important.  

Geshela was hoping to talk also about the under-negation of the object of negation. This will 

come later.  

WE WILL STOP HERE.  

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  


